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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. In . view of the Appeal Brief filed on 05/18/2005. PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
. REOPENED. A new ground of rejection is set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1 ) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 37 CFR 41.20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below: 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 9-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 

to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 9-17 recite a method of recommending 

resources that is not technologically embodied as the claimed recommending resources 

may be performed by hand with a pencil and paper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-6, 9-14, 17-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Hosken (US 6,438.579). 



Regarding claim 1, the claimed automated recommendation system is broadly met by 
Hosken's disclosure as follow: 
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"a processor connected to receive resource data defining available resources" is 
broadly met by system processes 42 to receive resource data from source information 
(figure lb) and "at least two sets of profile data, each defining user preferences with 
respect to the resources" is broadly met by implicit set and explicit set of profile data, 
each defining user preference with respect to the resources (e.g. items) (figures 2-3; 
col. 4, lines 44-55); "each of the sets of data being derived from a different class of 
interaction of the user with a first portion of the resource data and usable to predict a 
given resource's desirability based on each of the sets" is broadly met by implicit data is 
gathered by monitoring user action and explicit data is gathered by user directly input 
information, and the data is used to predict the resource/item desired by user (figures 2- 
3, col. 5, lines 42-67; col. 10, line 2-col. 11, line 25); 

"the processor being adapted to: generating at least two sets of predictions based on 
one or a combination of the sets of profile data, and combine at least two sets of 
predictions be weight-averaging corresponding ones from each of the at least two sets 
of predictions" is broadly met by the system processes (42) being adapted to generate 
content result table and collaborative result table, the system combines the two table 
together, removing duplicates (averaging the rating weights - col. 16, lines 23-38). 

Regarding claim 2, Hosken further discloses averaging rating weights and produce a 
table of recommend items based on implicit profile data and explicit profile data (col. 6, 
lines 33-50; col. 8, line 38-col. 13, line 31; col. 16, lines 1-44). Thus, the processor is 
inherently adapted to generate weight sum of corresponding records from each of the 
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sets of profile data to generate a single combine set of profile data, and generate at 
least one of the sets of predictions from the single combined set (generating a final 
result table from the combination of profile data. 

Regarding claims 3-4, Hosken further discloses the system processes (42) is connected 
to control of items and responsive to the items recommended in the table (figures 1b-2; 
col. 6, lines 6-67) broadly reads on the claimed feature of "the processor is connected to 
control delivery of resource corresponding to the resource data and responsively to the 
predictions. 

Regarding claim 5, Hosken further discloses the at least two profile data sets include a 
feedback data set derived from ratings provided by the user with respect to a particular 
resource in the resource data (col. 10, line 1-49). 

Regarding claim 6, Hosken further teaches the at least two profile data sets include an 
implicit data set derived from machined observation of a user's resource use history, 
whereby the implicit data reflects the user's selections of resource to use (col. 10, line 
50-19). 

Regarding claims 9-14, the limitations of method as claimed respectively correspond to 
the limitations of system as claimed in claims 1-6 and are analyzed as discussed in the 
rejection of claims 1- 6. 
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Regarding claim 17, Hosken further discloses the sets of profile data includes 
a set of explicitly profile data indicating express indications by a user of preferred 
classes of programming rather than indication by the user of particular resources that 
are preferred (col. 10, line 1-49); 

the set of profile data further include feedback data derived from ratings provided by the 
user with respect to a particular resource in the resource data (col. 10, lines 1-49); 
the sets of profile data further include an implicit data set derived from machine 
observation of a user's resource use history, whereby the implicit data reflects the 
user's selection (col. 10, line 50-col. 11, line 19). 

Regarding claim 18, see the rejection of claims 1 and 17. 

Regarding claim 19-20, Hosken further the weighted relations data provided by the 
expert weighting filter is accepted as provided with any subsequent modifications, by 
whatever party maintain and updates the expert weighting filter 54 data, as representing 
any changing in the weighted relation overtime (col. 11, lines 15-63). As a result, the 
processor is adapted to adjust weights (or override) of the weight averaging 
responsively to a difference between the corresponding ones (i.e., in response to user 
change of interest in particular item). 
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Regarding claims 21-23, the limitations of the method as claimed correspond to the 
limitations of the system as claimed in claims 18-20, and are analyzed as discussed 
with respect to the rejection of claims 18-20. 

Regarding claim 24, the claimed limitations of the method is broadly met by Hosken's 
disclosure as follow: 

"generating a first profile data by receiving through a user interface user preference in 
the form of expressed generalized preferences corresponding classes of resource" is 
broadly met by generating implicit profile data or explicit data (figures 2-3, col. 10, line 1 
-col. 11, line 19); 

"generating second profile data by receiving user preferences in the form of rating data 
corresponding to specific resource" is met by generating explicit data (col. 10, lines 1- 
49); 

"applying the first and second profile data to respective prediction engine and combining 
respective results thereof is broadly met by applying the implicit profile data and explicit 
profile data to system processor and combining the result tables (figures 2-3, col. 16, 
lines 1-44). 

Regarding claim 25, Hosken further discloses combining the first and second profile 
data including weight averaging corresponding ones of the profile data (col. 16, lines 24- 
28). 
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Regarding claim 26, Hosken further discloses combining results (result tables) includes 
selectively weight averaging corresponding ones of the predictions (col. 16, lines 24- 
28). 

5. Claim 24 is alternatively rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Martino et al. (US 6,662,177). 

Regarding claim 24, the claimed limitations of the method is broadly met by Martino's 
disclosure as follow: 

"generating a first profile data by receiving through a user interface user preference in 
the form of expressed generalized preferences corresponding classes of resource" is 
broadly met by generating implicit profile data or explicit data (col. 16, lines 28-36); 
"generating second profile data by receiving user preferences in the form of rating data 
corresponding to specific resource" is met by generating explicit data (col. 16, lines 37- 
40); 

"applying the first and second profile data to respective prediction engine and combining 
respective results thereof is broadly met by applying the implicit profile data and explicit 
profile data to system processor and combining the predictions (col. 16, lines 40-50). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

7. Claims 7-8,15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hosken (US 6,438,579) as applied to claims 1, 9 above, and further in view of 
Bergh (US 6.112,186). 

Regarding claim 7, Hosken teaches a system as discussed in the rejection of claim 1 . 
However, Hosken does not specifically disclose input vectors each include feature - 
value fairs. 

Bergh teaches input vectors each include feature-value fairs (see col. 4, lines 15-32 and 
col. 19, line 25- col. 24, line 36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hosken to use the 
teaching as taught as Bergh in order to improve efficiency in data recommendation 
system. 

Regarding claim 8, Hosken teaches a system as discussed in the rejection of claim 1. 
However, Hosken does not specifically disclose input vectors each include feature - 
value fairs and a rating value. 
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Bergh teaches input vectors each include feature-value fairs and a rating value (see col. 
4, lines 15-32 and col. 19, line 25- col. 24. line 65). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Hendricks to use the teaching as taught as Bergh in order to recommend product to 
user more accurate according to specific interest level of user. 

Regarding claims 15-16, the limitations of method as claimed respectively correspond to 
the limitations of system as claimed in claims 7- 8, and are analyzed as discussed in the 
rejection of claims 7 and 8. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Liebenow (US 6,530,083) discloses system for personalized settings. 

Strubbe et al. (US 5,483,278) discloses system and method for finding a movie of 

interest in a large movie database. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Son P. Huynh whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7295. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-6:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher C. Grant can be reached on 571-272-7294. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

SPH 

July 24, 2005 
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